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Pursuant to sections 54.719 and 54.722 of the Commission’s rules,1 Granville County 

Public Schools (Granville or the District) hereby respectfully requests a review of a Universal 

Service Administrative Company (USAC) decision to rescind funding commitments for Funding 

Year 2009.2  USAC erred in finding that Granville’s competitive bidding process had been 

compromised by the acceptance of gifts from its service provider.  The inconsequential gifts 

provided by Time Warner Cable Information Services (TWCIS) by low-level employees had no 

effect on the competitive bidding process.  Granville conducted a fair and open competitive 

bidding process.  Accordingly, Granville respectfully asks that the Commission reverse USAC’s 

decision, waive any rules as necessary, and direct USAC to disburse funding for this application. 

  

                                                 
1 47 C.F.R. § 54.719(b), (c); 47 C.F.R. § 54.722(a). 
2 See Exhibit 1 for the relevant applications.  These funding requests involved approximately $250,000.  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Contrary to USAC’s finding, Granville did not violate the Commission’s competitive 

bidding rules.  A few Granville employees accepted a handful of gifts from its service provider, 

TWCIS (now Charter Communications, Inc.), in 2004, 2007 and 2008.  However, the gifts were 

small, were provided to low-level employees who had no role whatsoever in the procurement 

process, and did not actually affect the outcome of the procurement process because TWCIS 

submitted the most cost-effective—and least expensive—bid.  The only gift that TWCIS claimed 

to have provided to a Granville employee with a decision-making role in the procurement 

process was a meal for three Granville employees worth less than $15 per person, provided three 

years before the procurement supposedly influenced.  The Granville employees who allegedly 

received that meal have no memory of it and believe it never happened.  But even if the meal had 

taken place as TWCIS claimed, such a tiny gift could not possibly have affected the outcome of 

the competitive bidding process, especially when TWCIS had submitted the most cost-effective 

bid, and USAC’s conclusion that it did was both unreasonable and inconsistent with Commission 

precedent. 

If the Commission nonetheless agrees with USAC that Granville’s competitive bidding 

process conducted prior to Funding Year 2009 was not fair and open, Granville respectfully 

requests a waiver of those rules, consistent with Commission precedent granting waivers for 

other minor, inconsequential violations of the Commission’s competitive bidding rules.  Further, 

USAC’s commitment adjustment letter rescinds funding committed for Funding Year 2009 long 

after TWCIS provided the requested services.  It would be contrary to the public interest to 

refuse to honor a funding commitment almost a decade after the fact because of what was, at 
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worst, a lapse of judgment by low-level employees who had no decision-making role in the 

competitive bidding process.   
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I. BACKGROUND 
 

Granville County Public Schools is located in Granville County, North Carolina.  Its 23 

schools serve approximately 8,825 students.  More than 65 percent of its students are eligible for 

free and reduced lunch.    

On November 29, 2007, Granville filed an FCC Form 470 seeking bids for Internet 

access services.3  Granville issued an RFP and left the competitive bidding open for the required 

28 days.  Granville then evaluated the bids it had received, in accordance with the requirements 

of the E-rate program and with state and local procurement rules and policies, and concluded that 

TWCIS had submitted the most cost-effective bid.  Out of the four bidding carriers, Time 

Warner also offered the least expensive price by a significant margin.4  Granville signed a 

multiyear contract with TWCIS on January 16, 2008.   

On February 11, 2009, Granville filed its FCC Form 471 requesting funds for Internet 

access services for Funding Year 2009.  On November 24, 2009, USAC approved Granville’s 

funding requests.  

Several months later, on May 24, 2010, USAC employee Donna Barrett notified 

Granville by email that USAC was conducting a Special Compliance Review with respect to 

Granville’s Funding Year 2009 applications for the following reason: 

[USAC] was informed of potential competitive bidding violations related to funding 
requests of Granville County School District . . . .   Specifically, the concerns relate to the 
receipt of gifts from Time Warner Cable Information Services (North Carolina), Service 

                                                 
3 See FCC Form 470 882700000642556 (prior to funding year 2008).  Granville also posted an FCC Form 
470 (402460000724496) for its telephone services on January 13, 2009, selected TWCIS as its service 
provider on February 12, 2009, and filed its Funding Year 2009 Form 471 (694023) on February 12, 
2009.  USAC has also denied funding for this application, which totals only $5,400.   
4 See Exhibit 2.  Time Warner offered to provide the requested services for $24,332.25/month.  The other 
carriers’ bids were Embarq ($31,870/month); Norlight ($54,802.48/month); and Conterra 
($51,015/month).   
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Provider Identification Number (SPIN) 143027380, to employees of Granville in 
exchange for special consideration in the awarding of bids where Universal Service 
program funding is involved.5    
 

USAC identified five occasions—one in 2004, three in 2007, and one in 2008—on which 

TWCIS had thought it may have “offered or provided” gifts to Granville employees:  one meal, 

and four sets of tickets “to the TWC suite at RBC Center” for a hockey game and other events.6  

USAC asked Granville to provide details for each of the gifts described in the email, as well as 

“a copy of the Granville Board policy regarding competitive bidding and gifts from vendors.”7   

On June 21, 2010, Granville’s attorney, James E. Cross, Jr., sent a letter to USAC 

explaining the circumstances surrounding each of the gifts to Granville employees that TWCIS 

described in its letter.8  Mr. Cross explained that of the five gifts that TWCIS described, four of 

them were provided to desktop support staff who had no role, decision-making or otherwise, in 

the E-rate procurement process.9  In his letter, Mr. Cross explained that although one of the four 

gifts—tickets to a Carolina Hurricanes hockey game—was ostensibly provided to Carl Schmidt, 

in fact Mr. Schmidt had neither requested nor received such tickets and had never even been to a 

Hurricanes game.  Those tickets were instead provided to a desktop support employee, Damien 

                                                 
5 See Exhibit 3 (Email from Donna Barrett, USAC, to Granville, May 24, 2010).  USAC’s Special 
Compliance Review also covered other funding years that are not at issue in the instant appeal. 
6 See id.  See also Exhibit 4, (Letter from Maureen Rooney, TWC Business, to Max Lightsey, USAC, 
Oct. 13, 2009). 
7 See Exhibit 3 (Email from Donna Barrett, USAC, to Granville, May 24, 2010).   
8 See Exhibit 5 (James E. Cross, Jr., Letter to Donna Barrett, USAC, June 21, 2010). 
9 Id.  Although TWCIS valued the tickets at $85 each, it is not clear that was the actual retail price at the 
time.  The average price of the Hurricanes tickets in 2007 was $38 per ticket.  
https://www.statista.com/statistics/206063/nhl-average-ticket-price-for-carolina-hurricanes-games/.  The 
other tickets were for Disney on Ice ($22 each) and to the circus ($23 each). 
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Ball, who had no role in the procurement process.10  The only other gift that TWCIS claimed to 

have provided to an employee in a decision-making role was a meal, provided in October 2004 

to three Granville employees including Ernest Bibby, then the assistant superintendent, and Carl 

Schmidt, Granville’s IT Director, with a total value of $43.04, or less than $15 per person.11  Mr. 

Schmidt does not recall any Time Warner employee ever paying for a meal for them, and in fact, 

denied it ever happened.12   

On July 16, 2010, Ms. Barrett responded to Mr. Cross’s letter.  In her email Ms. Barrett 

stated that USAC thought the gifts violated a local policy against gifts.13  Ms. Barrett’s email 

concluded that because a Granville employee had accepted a gift in 2008, its Funding Year 2009 

commitment would be rescinded.14  Ms. Barrett also stated:   

In addition, based on the documentation that you have provided, the 
Funding Request Numbers (FRN) listed below [for Funding Year 2009] 
will be denied because you did not conduct a fair and open competitive 
bid process free from conflicts of interest.  The documentation you 
provided indicates that throughout your contractual relationship with the 
service provider you have selected to provide services for these FRNs, you 
were offered and accepted valuable gifts of entertainment from the service 
provider.  These gifts of entertainment show that you engaged in non-
competitive bidding practices in violation of program rules.15 
 
Ms. Barrett’s email invited Granville to respond to USAC’s findings.  Accordingly, John 

Hughes, a consultant for Granville, responded to USAC via email on July 28, 2010.16  Mr. 

                                                 
10 Id. 
11 Id. 
12 Mr. Bibby was deceased in 2010, when USAC conducted its initial investigation.  
13 See Exhibit 6 (Email from Donna Barrett, USAC, to Granville, July 16, 2010).   
14 Id.  
15 Id. 
16 See Exhibit 7 (Email from John Hughes, Granville County School District, to USAC, July 28, 2010).   
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Hughes emphasized that gifts TWCIS provided in 2007 and 2008 were given to low-level 

employees with no decision-making authority and no role in the procurement process.17  In 

addition, the gift apparently at issue in 2008 was given in December 2008—significantly after 

the contract was signed in January 2008—and there was no way to ascertain its true retail 

value.18  Other than USAC adding a few other funding requests to its intent to deny, Granville 

did not receive further correspondence from USAC on the applications.19  USAC did not 

disburse any funding for these commitments.  

Almost six years later, on May 8, 2017, USAC sent Granville a notice of commitment 

adjustment (COMAD), rescinding in full its commitment for Funding Year 2009.20  As its reason 

for rescinding funding, USAC stated the following: 

Documents provided by you and/or Time Warner Cable indicate that there 
was not a fair and open competitive bid process free from conflicts of 
interest.  The documentation indicates that prior to/throughout your 
contractual relationship with Time Warner Cable that [sic] you were 
offered and accepted gifts of value from the service provider, which is not 
allowed under your districts [sic] local gift rule policy.  This action 
resulted in a competitive process that was no longer fair and open.  
Accordingly, your funding commitment will be rescinded in full and 
USAC will seek recovery of any disbursed funds from the applicant and 
the Service Provider.21 
 
Granville was surprised to receive this COMAD so many years after its final 

correspondence with USAC on this matter.  Granville appealed the COMAD on July 6, 2017, 

                                                 
17 Id. at p. 2. 
18 Id. 
19 Between July and September 2010, USAC sent additional emails to Granville adding additional FRNs 
to its original notice of intent to rescind funding.  Granville responded to these emails in turn.  John 
Hughes’s final correspondence with USAC on this matter was on October 6, 2010, after which Granville 
heard nothing further from USAC. 
20 See Exhibit 8 (COMADs dated May 8, 2017). 
21 Id. 
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and on February 23, 2018, USAC denied Granville’s appeal.22  USAC stated the following as its 

reason for denying Granville’s appeal: 

Documents provided by you and/or Time Warner Cable indicates there 
was not a fair and open competitive bid process free from conflicts of 
interest.  The documentation indicates that prior to your contractual 
relationship with Time Warner Cable, you were offered and accepted gifts 
of value from the service provider.  This action resulted in a competitive 
process that was no longer fair and open.  Program rules are such that an 
applicant should not have a relationship with a service provider prior to or 
during the competitive bidding process that would unfairly influence the 
outcome.  The dual actions of Time Warner Cable and Granville County 
School District violates this tenet.23   
 
Appeals to the Commission of USAC decisions are due within 60 days.24  As such, the 

instant appeal is timely filed.     

II. USAC ERRED IN FINDING THAT GRANVILLE HAD VIOLATED THE 
COMPETITIVE BIDDING RULES 

 
USAC apparently based its rescission of funding on the fact that Granville employees 

accepted gifts of value from TWCIS prior to its contractual relationship with Time Warner 

Cable, which “resulted in a competitive process that was no longer fair and open.  Program rules 

are such that an applicant should not have a relationship with a service provider prior to or 

during the competitive bidding process that would unfairly influence the outcome.”  USAC’s 

analysis is flawed for two reasons.   

First, Granville’s procurement process was fair and open.  An inexpensive meal given 

four years before the procurement process, which the alleged recipients cannot even remember 

and do not believe it happened, and a few other minor tickets given to low-level employees did 

                                                 
22 See Exhibit 9 (Administrator’s Decision on Appeal, February 23, 2018). 
23 Id. 
24 47 C.F.R. §§ 54.719(a), 54.720(b). 
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not compromise the competitive bidding process in any way.25  At the end of the competitive 

bidding process, based on the bids of the four competing carriers, Granville selected TWCIS as 

the most cost-effective bid.  Time Warner’s bid was also the least expensive.  

Second, USAC’s decision must be reversed because USAC’s arbitrary rescission of 

funding seven years after approving Granville’s funding request violates Granville’s due process.  

First, USAC inquired about a meal that allegedly occurred six years prior to when USAC asked 

about it.  Second, after seeking information from Granville in 2010, USAC waited six years to 

issue an appealable decision.  USAC is correct that the Commission has stated that its 

longstanding five-year deadline for initiating recovery actions is a policy preference rather than a 

deadline.  However, in this case—where USAC failed to issue a timely decision after it had 

collected all of the relevant facts and arguments, and instead waited six years to do so—it 

violates Granville’s due process rights to wait so long to rescind the funding commitment 

without citing any justification for the delay.   

A. Granville Conducted a Fair and Open Competitive Bidding Process 
 

Granville conducted a competitive bidding process that was fully consistent with 

Commission requirement to conduct a fair and open procurement.26  Generally speaking, the 

                                                 
25 Granville employees’ acceptance of gifts from TWCIS also did not violate local policies governing the 
procurement process.  USAC referenced the local rules in its COMAD but did not do so in the 
administrator’s decision on appeal, relying instead on the timing of the gift and the Commission’s 
requirement of “fair and open” to deny the appeal.  As such, we did not address local policies herein.  To 
the extent the Commission is concerned about any violation of local or state rules, Granville respectfully 
requests the opportunity to address those issues in a subsequent filing.        
26 USAC did not find that Granville had violated the Commission’s gift rules, as they were not yet 
adopted at the time this competitive bidding process occurred.  Schools and Libraries Universal Service 
Support Mechanism; A National Broadband Plan for Our Future, CC Docket No. 02-6, GN Docket No. 
09-51, Sixth Report and Order, 25 FCC Rcd 18762, 18801 ¶ 88 (2010) (Sixth Report and Order).  The 
Commission also codified the “fair and open” requirement in the Sixth Report & Order.  Id. at ¶ 85.  Prior 
to the Sixth Report and Order, the standard had been referenced in Commission orders. See, e.g., Request 
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Commission found that “fair and open” means that all potential bidders have access to the same 

information and must be treated in the same manner throughout the competitive bidding 

process.27  Further, the Commission stated that applicants must satisfy the Commission’s 

competitive bidding process requirements, including posting the Form 470 and waiting 28 days 

before selecting a service provider to ensure that all bidders have the same information regarding 

the bid requirements. 

Granville satisfied these requirements, even though the Commission clarified the 

definition of “fair and open” in 2010, after the events at issue here.  Granville issued an RFP and 

left the competitive bidding open for the requisite 28 days before selecting a vendor.  Once the 

bids were in, Granville evaluated them using price as the primary factor and, at the conclusion of 

the bid evaluation process, selected the least expensive and most cost-effective bid.  There is no 

evidence that Granville provided information to TWCIS that it did not provide to other potential 

bidders or that Granville treated TWCIS differently from any other bidder.    

USAC seems to believe that the acceptance of a gift from a service provider by an E-rate 

applicant constituted a de facto violation of the competitive bidding rules even before the 

Commission adopted a rule specifically limiting the provision and acceptance of gifts, regardless 

of whether there is any evidence that such acceptance actually affected the procurement process.  

USAC apparently believes that, if the winning bidder gave the school district a gift, no matter 

how trivial, by definition its selection was illegitimate.  But the Commission has never said 

anything of the sort. 

                                                 
for Review by Ysleta Independent School District of the Decision of the Universal Service Administrator, 
CC Docket Nos. 96-45, 97-21, Order, 18 FCC Rcd 26407 (2003).  
27 Id. at ¶ 86. 



12 
 

To the contrary, for gifts given prior to the Commission’s adoption of the gift rules, the 

Commission analyzed whether gifts accepted by E-rate applicants had improperly influenced the 

competitive bidding process; they did not find a violation simply because a gift was offered or 

received.  In the Dimmitt Order, the Commission found that school districts had conducted fair 

and open procurements, even when they received gifts totaling hundreds of dollars.28  The 

Commission found that the gifts did not compromise the competitive bidding process because 

they were minimal, they were provided over the course of several years, or they were given to 

employees who had no authority to bind the district to a contract or who had no ability to 

influence the competitive bidding decision.29  

The inconsequential gifts TWCIS provided to Granville employees are similarly minimal 

and provided over the course of several years.  Similarly, most of the gifts to Granville 

employees were provided to junior employees who had no influence over the competitive 

bidding decision and certainly could not bind the District to a contract.  Only one gift identified 

in USAC’s Special Compliance Review had been given to Granville employees with decision-

making authority in the procurement process:  a meal that was paid for four years before 

Granville selected TWCIS as the winning bidder and was worth less than $15 per person.  As 

noted above, no Granville employee could recall that meal and, in fact, denied it happened.  But 

even if the meal had taken place as TWCIS recalled five years later, it certainly qualified as 

minimal under the Commission’s standard articulated in Dimmitt.30  Further, TWCIS still 

submitted the most cost-effective bid and thus would have won the contract anyway.  Like in 

                                                 
28 Request for Review by Dimmitt Independent School District, et al., Schools and Libraries Universal 
Service Support Mechanism, CC Docket No. 02-6, Order, 26 FCC Rcd 5581-87, ¶ 10 (WCB  2011).   
29 Id. at ¶ 12. 
30 In fact, such a gift is allowed under the Commission’s current gift rules, as well as under the gift rules 
for federal employees. 47 C.F.R. § 54.503(d); 5 C.F.R. § 2635.201-205. 
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Dimmitt, there is no evidence that, and no reason to presume that, the meal provided four years 

earlier or any of the gifts provided by Granville employees by TWCIS induced Granville to 

select TWCIS when it otherwise would not have. 

It is also helpful to contrast the facts in the instant appeal with those discussed in the 

Commission’s Lakehills Consulting order, where the Commission found the competitive bidding 

process was not fair and open.31  Those gifts, provided by several companies to employees in the 

Houston ISD, totaled thousands of dollars each year over the course of several years.32  In 

addition, those gifts, including several nights of entertainment and meals in Las Vegas and 

Seattle, were provided to top administrators in the District.33  There simply is no comparison to 

the minimal gifts at issue here.   

The Dimmitt decision is consistent with the Commission’s “goal of prohibiting gifts that 

might have undue or improper influence on a procurement decision.”34  When adopting its gift 

rules, the Commission specifically noted that it also intended to acknowledge the “realities of 

professional interactions,” which includes companies giving customers token gifts.35  In the Sixth 

                                                 
31 Request for Review of Decisions of the Universal Service Administrator by Joseph M. Hill Trustee in 
Bankruptcy for Lakehills Consulting, LP, CC Docket No. 02-6, Order, 26 FCC Rcd 16586 (2011). 
32 Id. at ¶ 15. 
33 Id. 
34 Schools and Libraries Universal Service Support Mechanism and A National Broadband Plan for Our 
Future, CC Docket No. 02-6, GN Docket No. 09-51, Order, 29 FCC Rcd 5457-58, ¶ 3 (WCB 2014) 
(“Among other things, the 2010 Schools and Libraries Sixth Report and Order adopted gift rules for the 
E-rate program modeled on the gift rules applicable to federal agencies, with the goal of prohibiting gifts 
that might have undue or improper influence on a procurement decision.”) (emphasis added); see also 
Sixth Report and Order 25 FCC Rcd 18762, 18801 ¶ 88-89 (the Commission intended to prohibit 
activities that “undermine the competitive bidding process” and to prohibit “gifts that might have undue 
or improper influence on a procurement decision.”). 
35 Id.  
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Report and Order, the Commission established a definition of acceptable gifts.36  Prior to the 

2010 adoption of the rules, however, it was not clear which gifts might constitute improper 

influence and which gifts were simply the result of professional interactions common to the 

business-customer relationship.  USAC may be suggesting that prior to the adoption of a gift rule 

by the Commission, any gift to any employee was a violation of the Commission’s competitive 

bidding rules or per se resulted in a competitive bidding process that was not fair and open.37  

The Commission did not state that in the Sixth Report and Order and such a reading is 

inconsistent with Dimmitt.  USAC itself lacks the authority to create rules or even to interpret the 

Commission’s rules.38 

In short, there is simply no reason to believe that any of the gifts USAC identified had an 

undue, improper—or frankly any—influence on Granville’s procurement decision, and therefore 

Granville’s competitive bidding process was fair and open under Commission rules.   

B. USAC’s Decision Represents an Arbitrary Change of Course and Violates the 
Commission’s Preference for Concluding E-rate Investigations Within Five Years 

Finally, USAC’s decision must be reversed because waiting seven years to rescind 

funding is contrary to the Commission’s stated preference that USAC conclude investigations 

within five years.  USAC cited no new evidence or changed circumstances in its COMAD that 

                                                 
36 Id. 
37 At one point in the review process, USAC noted that the FCC Form 471 in effect at the time stated that 
applicants were prohibited from “receiving anything of value, other than the services and equipment 
requested under this form . . . . in connection with the request for services.”  See, e.g., FCC Form 471, 
OMB 3060-0806 (November 2004).  As explained above, the gifts received by District employees were 
not offered or received in connection with the request for services, as those receiving them had no way to 
influence any decisions related to the request for service, and the inexpensive meal was received four 
years prior to the competitive bidding process.  Even if the meal actually occurred and TWCIS paid for it, 
the fact that the relevant employees could not remember the meal undercuts USAC’s argument that the 
meal would have been considered “in connection with” the funding year 2009 application.  Further, in 
Dimmit, the Commission did not rely on this provision in the form to find that the school districts in that 
order had violated the rules.   
38 See 47 C.F.R. § 54.702(c). 
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might have justified rescinding funding seven years after it was authorized and six years after its 

last inquiry to Granville.  USAC is correct that the Commission has stated that its longstanding 

five-year deadline for initiating recovery actions is a policy preference rather than a firm 

deadline.  However, in a case such as this one, it is improper and arbitrary for USAC to change 

its mind so long after the fact without at least explaining why.  If USAC’s decision is allowed to 

stand, then the Commission’s stated preference for concluding investigations within five years is 

meaningless. 

As we have explained, USAC launched an investigation of gift giving by TWCIS in 

North Carolina.  Granville acknowledged that its employees had accepted a few gifts, as TWCIS 

had stated in its letter to USAC, but that these gifts were given to help-desk staff, low-level 

employees who had no role whatsoever in the procurement process.  The only gift TWCIS may 

have provided to employees with any role in the procurement process—and they have no 

recollection of it and believe it never happened—was a meal allegedly provided four years 

before the contract for Funding Year 2009 was awarded, the value of which was less than $15 

per person.   

So, in effect, USAC has finally issued a commitment adjustment because it apparently 

believes that a $15 meal improperly induced Granville’s employees to award a contract to 

TWCIS—even though the meal had taken place four years earlier, and even though TWCIS had 

submitted the lowest-priced and most cost-effective bid.  Under these circumstances, it was 

arbitrary for USAC to change its mind.  USAC’s reversal is particularly damaging—and at odds 

with policy concerns identified by both the Commission and the Supreme Court—given that it 

took place a full seven years after the funding was committed. 
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Granville recognizes that over the past year and a half, the Commission has declined to 

recognize any formal temporal limitation on recovery actions by USAC.  In the Net56 Order, the 

Commission determined that the five-year investigation period it had previously established in 

the Fifth Report and Order is a “policy preference” and “not an absolute bar to recovery.”39  

More recently, in its Blanca Order, the Commission rejected an argument that the Supreme 

Court’s decision in Kokesh v. SEC imposed the general federal five-year statute of limitations in 

28 U.S.C. § 2462 on USAC recovery actions.40  But even taking these Commission orders into 

account, USAC must still respect the Commission’s unequivocal preference for concluding 

investigations within five years. 

The Commission has recognized that there are important policy reasons to limit its 

review period.  In its Fifth Report and Order, the Commission established a policy that “USAC 

and the Commission shall carry out any audit or investigation that may lead to discovery of any 

violation of the statute or a rule within five years of the final delivery of service for a specific 

funding year.”41  In adopting that policy, the Commission recognized that “conducting inquiries 

within five years strikes an appropriate balance between preserving the Commission’s fiduciary 

duty to protect the fund against waste, fraud and abuse and the beneficiaries’ needs for certainty 

  

                                                 
39 Application for Review of a Decision of the Wireline Competition Bureau by Net56, Inc., Palatine, 
Illinois, CC Docket No. 02-6, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 32 FCC Rcd 963, 966 ¶ 9 (2017) (Net56 
Order). 
40 Blanca Telephone Company Seeking Relief from the June 22, 2016 Letter Issued by the Office of the 
Managing Director Demanding Repayment of a Universal Service Fund Debt Pursuant to the Debt 
Collection Improvement Act, CC Docket No. 96-45, Memorandum Opinion and Order and Order on 
Reconsideration, 32 FCC Rcd 10594, 10611-12 ¶¶ 44-45 (2017) (Blanca).   
41 47 U.S.C. § 254(b)(6). 
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and closure in their E-rate application processes.”42  The Net56 Order clarified that the five-

year period in the Fifth Report and Order was a policy preference rather than a hard deadline, 

but at the same time it reiterated the policy considerations described in the Fifth Report and 

Order, stressing that the Commission “continue[s] to believe that the best course is for USAC to 

aim to complete its investigations and seek recovery of funds within five years, whenever 

possible” and directing USAC “to incorporate that as an objective in its annual performance 

metrics plan.”43 

The Supreme Court has also explained on numerous occasions why statutes of limitations 

are so important as a matter of policy.  In Kokesh, the Court explained that statutes of limitations 

“are ‘vital to the welfare of society’ and rest on the principle that ‘even wrongdoers are entitled 

to assume that their sins may be forgotten.’”44  The Court has gone so far as to point out that 

“[i]n a country where not even treason can be prosecuted, after a lapse of three years, it could 

scarcely be supposed, that an individual would remain forever liable to a pecuniary forfeiture.”45   

Even if no formal statute of limitations applies to E-rate recovery actions, the policy 

concerns that the Commission recognized in the Fifth Report and Order and the Net56 Order, 

and that the Supreme Court described in Kokesh and elsewhere, are no less applicable.  As a 

matter of good policy and essential fairness, USAC should be far more hesitant than it is to 

rescind funding committed seven years ago.  The Net56 Order affirmed the Commission’s 

preference that USAC complete investigations within five years whenever possible.  USAC has 

                                                 
42 Schools and Libraries Universal Service Support Mechanism, CC Docket No. 02-6, Fifth Report and 
Order, 19 FCC Rcd 15808 (2004) ¶ 33 (emphasis added) (Fifth Report and Order). 
43 Id. 
44 Id. 
45 3M v. Browner, 17 F.3d at 1457 (quoting Adams v. Woods, 6 U.S. (2 Cranch) 336, 341, 2 L.Ed. 297 
(1805) (Marshall, C.J.) (emphasis added). 
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chosen to ignore the Commission’s policy preference over a $15-per-person meal that took place 

14 years ago, long before the Commission adopted a gift rule for the E-rate program, despite a 

complete lack of evidence that this meal affected the competitive bidding process in any way.  It 

is difficult to imagine a less significant reason for rescinding funding, or a more arbitrary and 

inexplicable change of course.  If the Commission affirms decisions such as this one, E-rate 

applicants will never experience the “certainty and closure” that the Commission has directed 

USAC to prioritize.  The Commission must reverse USAC’s decision, because if this decision is 

permitted to stand, then the Commission’s longstanding policy preference for concluding 

universal service funding investigations within five years is rendered meaningless. 

III. IN THE ALTERNATIVE, A WAIVER OF THE COMMISSION’S RULES IS 
IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST 

 
As we have explained, Granville emphatically denies that it violated the Commission’s 

competitive bidding rules.  If, however, the Commission agrees with USAC that Granville failed 

to conduct a fair and open bidding process, Granville respectfully requests a waiver of the 

Commission’s competitive bidding rules to the extent necessary to disburse the committed 

funding to Granville. 

Any of the Commission’s rules may be waived if good cause is shown.46  The 

Commission may exercise its discretion to waive a rule where the particular facts make strict 

compliance inconsistent with the public interest.47 In addition, the Commission may take into 

account considerations of hardship, equity, or more effective implementation of overall policy on 

an individual basis.48  

                                                 
46 47 C.F.R. § 1.3. 
47 Northeast Cellular Telephone Co. v. FCC, 897 F.2d 1164, 1166 (D.C. Cir. 1990). 
48 WAIT Radio v. FCC, 418 F.2d 1153, 1159 (D.C. Cir. 1969); Northeast Cellular, 897 F.2d at 1166. 
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Granville has explained that no violation of the Commission’s rules occurred.  Granville 

respectfully argues that it is contrary to the public interest to rescind $250,000 in funding 

committed almost nine years ago over a handful of gifts given to low-level employees.  

Furthermore, the Commission has routinely waived competitive bidding rules when the 

applicant has selected the lowest-cost bidder.49  As we have explained, TWCIS was the lowest-

cost bidder when it won the District’s business for Funding Year 2009.  A finding by the 

Commission that (allegedly) one inexpensive meal and a handful of tickets to the circus and 

similar events—tickets whose stated value Granville disputes and which were provided to low-

level employees uninvolved in the procurement process—constituted improper gifts would deny 

the District more than $250,000 in committed funding. This disproportionately punitive outcome 

would cause substantial harm to Granville students and would not serve the purposes of the 

competitive bidding rules.   

In addition, the Commission has waived competitive bidding rules when applicants’ 

“competitive bidding processes were not compromised by their technical violation of the 

Commission’s competitive bidding requirements.”50  A waiver is also appropriate for Granville.  

                                                 
49 See, e.g., Request for Review of Decisions of the Universal Service Administrator by Allendale County 
School District et al.; Schools and Libraries Universal Service Support Mechanism, CC Docket No. 02-6, 
Order, 26 FCC Rcd 6109 (Wireline Comp. Bur. 2011) (Allendale Order) (finding that a waiver of the 
Commission’s competitive bidding rules was in the public interest where the petitioners selected the least 
expensive responsive service offering). 
50  See Streamlined Resolution of Requests Related to Actions by the Universal Service Administrative 
Company, CC Docket No. 96-45, Public Notice (WCB February 29, 2016) (granting Request for Review 
by Riverside Unified School District, CA, CC Docket No. 02-6 (filed Dec. 10, 2015); Requests for 
Waiver and Review of Decisions of the Universal Service Administrator by Aberdeen School District et 
al.; Schools and Libraries Universal Service Support Mechanism, CC Docket No. 02-6, Order, 27 FCC 
Rcd 1941 at ¶ 1 (WCB 2012) (granting waiver to San Jose Unified School District of competitive bidding 
rule requiring compliance with state and local procurement law when the applicant violated a state rule 
requiring the RFP to be published in a newspaper of general circulation but the applicant published the 
RFP on its website and received sufficient bid responses, and there was no evidence of waste, fraud, and 
abuse).  
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The Granville employees’ acceptance of a handful of gifts may have been inappropriate but at 

most, it was only a technical violation.  As demonstrated above, the gifts had zero effect on the 

competitive bidding process and therefore did not compromise the competitive bidding process.  

Like in Aberdeen, then, the Commission should find a waiver would be appropriate in these 

circumstances.   

Finally, Granville County Public Schools is a district challenged by poverty and its rural 

location.  The loss of $250,000 for the past several years has affected the District’s ability to 

provide technology and advanced services to its students.  The Commission can correct this error 

by directing USAC to reverse the denial of funding and provide funding for its Internet access 

services.  

Accordingly, Granville respectfully asks the Commission to waive the competitive 

bidding rules to the extent necessary to avoid such an outcome. 
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IV. CONCLUSION 
 

For the foregoing reasons, Granville respectfully requests that the Commission grant this 

appeal.  In the alternative, Granville respectfully asks that the Commission waive the 

Commission’s competitive bidding rules to the extent necessary to grant the requested relief. 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
/s/ Dr. Vanessa Wrenn 
____________________________________ 
Dr. Vanessa Wrenn, Ed.D. 
Director, Technology Services  
   & Granville Online  
Granville County Public Schools 
101 Delacroix Street 
Oxford, NC 27565 
919-693-4613 ext. 101215 
 
 

 
 

____________________________________ 
Gina Spade 
Broadband Legal Strategies  
1629 K Street, NW Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20006  
DC Bar # 452207 
gina@broadbandlegal.com  
202-907-6252 
 
Counsel for Granville County Public Schools 

 
 
April 24, 2018 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 This is to certify that on this 24th day of April, 2018, a true and correct copy of the 

foregoing Request for Review was sent to the following parties in the manner indicated below: 

Schools and Libraries Division 
Universal Service Administrative Company 
Appeals@sl.universalservice.org  
(via email) 

 

Matthew Brill  
Latham & Watkins LLP - Washington, DC  
 555 Eleventh Street, NW  
Washington, DC 20004-1304  
matthew.brill@lw.com 
(via email) 
 

 
     /s/Theresa Schrader      
     _____________________________________  
     Theresa Schrader 
 

 
 
 
  

mailto:Appeals@sl.universalservice.org
mailto:matthew.brill@lw.com
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Exhibit 1 



471 
Application 

Number

FRN 471 Form 
Status

Applicant Name BEN Applicant City Applicant 
State

Service Provider 
Name

Commitment 
Status

FCDL Comment Funding 
Year

FCDL Date Orig FRN 
Service Type

Orig 
Commitment 

Request

Committed 
Amount

Cmtd 
Commitment 

Request

Wave 
Number

689827 1889726 CERTIFIED GRANVILLE 
COUNTY 
SCHOOL DIST

126864 OXFORD NC Time Warner 
Cable Business 
LLC

FUNDED MR1: The shared discount was increased to a level that could 
be validated based on third party data.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

2009 ######### INTERNET 
ACCESS

$40,397.70 $0.00 $40,397.70 29

689827 1889789 CERTIFIED GRANVILLE 
COUNTY 
SCHOOL DIST

126864 OXFORD NC Time Warner 
Cable Business 
LLC

FUNDED MR1: The shared discount was increased to a level that could 
be validated based on third party data. <><><><><> MR2: The 
FRN was modified from $2,675.66/m to $2,981.95/m to agree 
with the applicant documentation.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

2009 ######### TELCOMM 
SERVICES

$23,117.70 $0.00 $25,764.05 29

689827 1889822 CERTIFIED GRANVILLE 
COUNTY 
SCHOOL DIST

126864 OXFORD NC Time Warner 
Cable Business 
LLC

FUNDED 2009 ######### TELCOMM 
SERVICES

$9,846.34 $0.00 $9,846.34 29

689827 1889848 CERTIFIED GRANVILLE 
COUNTY 
SCHOOL DIST

126864 OXFORD NC Time Warner 
Cable Business 
LLC

FUNDED MR1: The Contract Award Date was changed from 07/01/2001 
to 01/16/2008 to agree with the applicant documentation.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

2009 ######### TELCOMM 
SERVICES

$7,384.75 $0.00 $7,384.75 29

689827 1889907 CERTIFIED GRANVILLE 
COUNTY 
SCHOOL DIST

126864 OXFORD NC Time Warner 
Cable Business 
LLC

FUNDED 2009 ######### TELCOMM 
SERVICES

$7,384.75 $0.00 $7,384.75 29

689827 1889933 CERTIFIED GRANVILLE 
COUNTY 
SCHOOL DIST

126864 OXFORD NC Time Warner 
Cable Business 
LLC

FUNDED 2009 ######### TELCOMM 
SERVICES

$9,846.34 $0.00 $9,846.34 29

689827 1889953 CERTIFIED GRANVILLE 
COUNTY 
SCHOOL DIST

126864 OXFORD NC Time Warner 
Cable Business 
LLC

FUNDED 2009 ######### TELCOMM 
SERVICES

$8,246.31 $0.00 $8,246.31 29

689827 1890047 CERTIFIED GRANVILLE 
COUNTY 
SCHOOL DIST

126864 OXFORD NC Time Warner 
Cable Business 
LLC

FUNDED 2009 ######### TELCOMM 
SERVICES

$7,384.75 $0.00 $7,384.75 29

689827 1890099 CERTIFIED GRANVILLE 
COUNTY 
SCHOOL DIST

126864 OXFORD NC Time Warner 
Cable Business 
LLC

FUNDED 2009 ######### TELCOMM 
SERVICES

$37,728.86 $0.00 $37,728.86 29

689827 1890139 CERTIFIED GRANVILLE 
COUNTY 
SCHOOL DIST

126864 OXFORD NC Time Warner 
Cable Business 
LLC

FUNDED 2009 ######### TELCOMM 
SERVICES

$9,846.34 $0.00 $9,846.34 29

689827 1890154 CERTIFIED GRANVILLE 
COUNTY 
SCHOOL DIST

126864 OXFORD NC Time Warner 
Cable Business 
LLC

FUNDED 2009 ######### TELCOMM 
SERVICES

$9,846.34 $0.00 $9,846.34 29

689827 1890213 CERTIFIED GRANVILLE 
COUNTY 
SCHOOL DIST

126864 OXFORD NC Time Warner 
Cable Business 
LLC

FUNDED 2009 ######### TELCOMM 
SERVICES

$9,846.34 $0.00 $9,846.34 29

689827 1890227 CERTIFIED GRANVILLE 
COUNTY 
SCHOOL DIST

126864 OXFORD NC Time Warner 
Cable Business 
LLC

FUNDED 2009 ######### TELCOMM 
SERVICES

$9,846.34 $0.00 $9,846.34 29

689827 1890260 CERTIFIED GRANVILLE 
COUNTY 
SCHOOL DIST

126864 OXFORD NC Time Warner 
Cable Business 
LLC

FUNDED 2009 ######### TELCOMM 
SERVICES

$9,846.34 $0.00 $9,846.34 29

689827 1890285 CERTIFIED GRANVILLE 
COUNTY 
SCHOOL DIST

126864 OXFORD NC Time Warner 
Cable Business 
LLC

FUNDED MR1: The site-specific discount was increased to a level that 
could be validated based on third party data.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

2009 ######### TELCOMM 
SERVICES

$9,846.34 $0.00 $9,846.34 29

689827 1890335 CERTIFIED GRANVILLE 
COUNTY 
SCHOOL DIST

126864 OXFORD NC Time Warner 
Cable Business 
LLC

FUNDED 2009 ######### TELCOMM 
SERVICES

$8,615.54 $0.00 $8,615.54 29

689827 1890360 CERTIFIED GRANVILLE 
COUNTY 
SCHOOL DIST

126864 OXFORD NC Time Warner 
Cable Business 
LLC

FUNDED MR1: The site-specific discount was increased to a level that 
could be validated based on third party data.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

2009 ######### TELCOMM 
SERVICES

$8,861.70 $0.00 $11,077.13 29

689827 1890391 CERTIFIED GRANVILLE 
COUNTY 
SCHOOL DIST

126864 OXFORD NC Time Warner 
Cable Business 
LLC

FUNDED MR1: The shared discount was increased to a level that could 
be validated based on third party data.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

2009 ######### TELCOMM 
SERVICES

$8,861.70 $0.00 $8,984.78 29

689827 1890435 CERTIFIED GRANVILLE 
COUNTY 
SCHOOL DIST

126864 OXFORD NC Time Warner 
Cable Business 
LLC

FUNDED 2009 ######### TELCOMM 
SERVICES

$8,615.54 $0.00 $8,615.54 29

694023 1904709 CERTIFIED GRANVILLE 
COUNTY 
SCHOOL DIST

126864 OXFORD NC Time Warner 
Cable Business 
LLC

FUNDED MR1: The discount for BUTNER-STEM MIDDLE SCHOOL 
and CENTER FOR INNOVATIVE LEARNING was increased 
based on the requested discount in Form 471 application 
689827 which was filed by GRANVILLE COUNTY SCHOOL 
DIST. This action increased the shared discount for Form 471 
application 694023.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

2009 6/16/2009 TELCOMM 
SERVICES

$5,325.58 $0.00 $5,399.55 8

$250,695.60 
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From: Special Compliance [mailto:SpecCompliance@solixinc.com]  
Sent: Friday, July 16, 2010 2:24 PM 
To: John Hughes; John Hughes@1-9199299074 
Subject: USAC Schools and Libraries - Response Due Date 7/23/2010 - Granville 
Importance: High 
  
July 16, 2010 
  
  
John Hughes  
Granville County School District 
BEN:  126864  
Phone Number:  (919) 9684332 
Fax Number:  (919) 9299074 
Email:  jhughes@newhopetech.org 
  
Response Due Date:  July 23, 2010 
  
We are in the process of reviewing Funding Year(s) 2005 through 2010 Form(s) 471 to ensure that they 
are in compliance with the rules of the Universal Service program.  
  
In your June 21, 2010 response to the Special Compliance Review (SCR) Information Request dated 
May 24, 2010 regarding the gifts to Granville County School District (Granville) from Time Warner Cable 
Information Services (North Carolina), a copy of the Granville County Schools Policy 7730, “Employee 
Conflict of Interest” was provided.  The policy states: “No gifts from any person or group desiring or doing 
business with the school district will be accepted by a school employee except for honorariums for 
participating in meetings, nominally valued instructional products or advertising items which are widely 
distributed, or meals provided at a banquet.”    
  
Although your response indicated that “the tickets obtained in 2007 and 2008 were such of a minimal 
nature,” USAC does not consider the amount of $44 for two tickets to Disney on Ice given in 2008 to be a 
“honorarium for participating in meetings, nominally valued instructional products or advertising items 
which are widely distributed, or meals provided at a banquet.”  As a result, USAC concludes that the 
district policy was violated. USAC considers the district policy to be a part of your state and local 
requirements.  
  
In addition, based on the documentation that you have provided, the Funding Request Numbers (FRN) 
listed below will be denied because you did not conduct a fair and open competitive bid process free from 
conflicts of interest.  The documentation you provided indicates that throughout your contractual 
relationship with the service provider you have selected to provide services for these FRNs, you were 
offered and accepted valuable gifts of entertainment from the service provider.  These gifts of 
entertainment show that you engaged in non-competitive bidding practices in violation of program 
rules.  For additional guidance regarding the competitive bidding process, please refer to the USAC 
website at: http://www.usac.org/sl/applicants/step03/run-open-fair-competition.aspx. 
  
Because the gifts were received in 2008, funding requests with Time Warner for Funding Year 2009 will 
be impacted.  As a result, the following FRNs on FCC Form 471 #689827 will be denied: 
  
FRN 1889726                FRN 1890047                FRN 1890260 
FRN 1889789                FRN 1890099                FRN 1890285 
FRN 1889822                FRN 1890139                FRN 1890335 
FRN 1889848                FRN 1890154                FRN 1890360 
FRN 1889907                FRN 1890213                FRN 1890391 
FRN 1889933                FRN 1890227                FRN 1890435 
FRN 1889953                 
  

mailto:SpecCompliance@solixinc.com
mailto:jhughes@newhopetech.org
http://www.usac.org/sl/applicants/step03/run-open-fair-competition.aspx


  
If the FRNs should not be denied and you have alternative information, please provide the 
supporting documentation. 

  
If you fail to respond to this email within 7 days, we will perform the action(s) listed above. 
  
Thank you for your cooperation and continued support of the Universal Service Program. 
  
Donna Barrett 
Special Compliance 
USAC Schools & Libraries Division 
Phone: 973-581-5261 
Fax: 973-599-6552 
dbarret@sl.universalservice.org 
  

   

   

--------------------------------------------------------------- 

Confidentiality Notice: The information in this e-mail and any attachments thereto is intended for the 
named recipient(s) only. This e-mail, including any attachments, may contain information that is privileged 
and confidential and subject to legal restrictions and penalties regarding its unauthorized disclosure or 
other use. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, 
distribution, or the taking of any action or inaction in reliance on the contents of this e-mail and any of its 
attachments is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this e-mail in error, please immediately 
notify the sender via return e-mail; delete this e-mail and all attachments from your e-mail system and 
your computer system and network; and destroy any paper copies you may have in your possession. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 

 

mailto:dbarret@sl.universalservice.org
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From: John Hughes  
Sent: Wednesday, July 28, 2010 1:54 PM 
To: 'Special Compliance' <SpecCompliance@solixinc.com>; 'dbarrett@sl.universalservice.org' 
<dbarrett@sl.universalservice.org> 
Cc: 'Carl Schmidt' <schmidtc@gcs.k12.nc.us>; 'howardd@gcs.k12.nc.us' <howardd@gcs.k12.nc.us>; 'A. 
Allan Jordan' <jordanaa@gcs.k12.nc.us>; 'Kim Jones' <kjones@roystercross.com> 
Subject: RE: USAC Schools and Libraries - Response Due Date 7/23/2010 - Granville 
  
Donna, 
  
I am responding to your email copied below on which you granted me an extension until July 30, 2010 to 
respond. 
  
We do not agree with the proposed denial of the FRN’s referenced in your email below: 
  
  

The tickets given to a staff member having an alleged value of $44 were, as we disclosed previously, 
in fact allegedly given to a technician in the IT department who had no input whatsoever into any 
purchasing decision made by the district. Further the tickets were received for a performance that 
took place sometime between December 10, 2008 and December 14, 2008 while the purchasing 
decision and contract was signed January 16, 2008. 
  
These tickets were accepted by very junior, low level, and absolutely non decision maker in the 
technology office of the Granville County School District; the recipient has no recollection of when 
they were received. These tickets were offered and received without any knowledge of, nor at the 
request of, Carl Schmidt, the IT Director of Granville Schools, or anyone else in authority at the 
District. Their acceptance may have been in violation of the Conflict of Interest policy of Granville 
School District depending upon their actual value, but NOT of any provision of the Competitive 
Bidding/Procurement policies of the Granville School District.  

  
Indeed the decision for the award of the renewal of the existing contract was made on January 16, 
2008 and the tickets were allegedly received on December 10-14, 2008 (as that are the dates that 
Disney On Ice appeared in Raleigh) therefore the decision was made well before any tickets were 
offered or received therefore there could not have been any quid pro quo between the decision to 
purchase and the acceptance of the tickets even if the recipient was in any position of authority 
which as already stated they were not. 

  
Granville School District never made an assertion on its 471 application that all employees of the 
District were not in violation of ANY policy of the District and to think that they could do that with any 
accuracy is absurd given that the District has hundreds of employees in many different jobs. Indeed 
they did assert and certify on the FCC Form 471 Block 6 Item 28 “that the entity responsible for 
selecting the service provider(s) has reviewed all applicable FCC, state and local 
procurement/competitive bidding requirements and that the entity or entities listed on this application 
have complied with them” (underline added for emphasis). Indeed that statement was and is 
accurate even in light of the Time Warner gifts to employees who were in no way involved in the 
competitive bidding/procurement process and received these gifts without the knowledge of the 
District decision makers and management. The Conflict of Interest policy IS NOT the same as the 
Competitive Bidding/Procurement policy.  
  
Further the assertion that these tickets had a value of $44 is suspect and no proof has been offered 
that the value that Time Warner ascribed to them is accurate. There is no real way of determining 
their value. Time Warner rents a private box at the RBC Center in Raleigh, NC and as such is entitled 

mailto:SpecCompliance@solixinc.com
mailto:dbarrett@sl.universalservice.org
mailto:schmidtc@gcs.k12.nc.us
mailto:howardd@gcs.k12.nc.us
mailto:jordanaa@gcs.k12.nc.us
mailto:kjones@roystercross.com


to tickets to many events held in that venue in return for an annual rental paid by Time Warner. The 
low level employee of Granville School District who accepted these gifts never received any notice of 
their value and had no way to determine the value of the tickets since they were a part of a yearly 
rental paid by Time Warner to the RBC Center. Relying on the value of them ascribed by Time 
Warner is suspect (as we very well know that assertions made by Time Warner that their employees 
gave tickets or other gifts to other North Carolina school district officials has proven to be fraudulent) 
and would need to be proven by sales receipts for it to have any validity. 
  
Further it is up to the School District to determine if their policies have been violated, not USAC. The 
Granville School District legal counsel has determined that no violation of the school policy took place 
and therefore no punitive action was necessary towards the low level employee who accepted these 
gifts. Further it is the province of the school district legal counsel to determine if the violation was 
one relating to the Conflict of Interest policy or the Competitive Bidding/Procurement policy. It is 
clear that if a decision making employee of the district received gifts from a prospective or current 
vendor that the provisions of both the district and state competitive bidding/procurement 
policies/regulations/laws would have been violated.  
  
That did not occur in this instance and therefore we disagree with your conclusion that the District 
violated its Block 6 Item 28 assertion on its FCC Form 471 number 689827 and therefore the 
nineteen Funding Request Numbers referenced in your July 16 email should not be denied. 
  
Thank you. 

  
  
John Hughes 
O - (919)968-4332 
M - (919)593-2841 
F - (919)929-9074  
  
Go Heels! 
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